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Conf: Everglades Report - Peer Review

From: Bill Green billg@hgss.com

Date: Friday, October 13, 2000 01:53 PM

Garth W. Redfield, Ph.D.

Lead Environmental Scientist

Water Resources Evaluation Department
South Florida Water Management District
3301 Gun Club Road

West Palm Beach, FL 33416

Re: Draft 2001 Everglades Consolidated Report/Comments on Behalf of Sugar Cane
Growers Cooperative of Florida

Dear Dr. Redfield:

This letter follows up verbal and written comments by Tetra Tech, Exponent and
myself presented on behalf of Sugar Cane Growers Cooperative of Florida at the Peer
Review Panel Workshop held in West Palm Beach last week, regarding the above
referenced report. | believe that our position can be summarized as follows:

1) Everglades water quality restoration goals should be adjusted to include the
establishment of a nutrient gradient and associated ecology in areas downstream of
the Stormwater Treatment Areas (STAs) now under construction. For this to happen,
Florida’s narrative nutrient rule needs to be interpreted in such a way that (a)
remaining natural areas are protected from phosphorus induced imbalances of flora
& fauna, and (b) “already impacted areas”

can be utilized for gradient ecology purposes. If the numerical criterion set for
natural areas is roughly in the 10ppb to 20ppb range, a higher range of values will
need to be set for “gradient ecology areas.”

2) An independent advantage of allowing for gradient ecology is that such areas
currently have the lowest methyl mercury contamination levels, attributed in part to
higher phosphorus levels seen in those areas.

3) The Everglades Forever Act directs the South Florida Water Management District
to evaluate the costs and benefits of further phosphorus reductions. However, no
such analysis appears in the report. We urge the Peer Review Panel to recognize this
oversight and to recommend that both the benefits and potential detriments of
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further phosphorus reductions to fish and wildlife be explicitly addressed. We believe
this should be focused on whether, in light of

the gradient ecology and mercury factors, STA discharges should be permitted to
occur at the design phosphorus concentration of 50 ppb, or at some lower level.

4) We also suggest that caution be applied to the research hypothesis that EAA
sulfate may enhance mercury methylation at certain concentrations in certain areas
of the Everglades. While hypotheses such as that formulated by Dr. Gilmour are a
valuable component of scientific research, they should not be assumed true until
proven. This is especially the case for the sulfate hypothesis which is both contrary
to what has been observed in other wetlands and is based on limited data over a
wide geographical region. In contrast, an inverse relationship of phosphorus and
mercury in fish is apparent in water bodies throughout the country and other parts of
the

world, such as Scandinavia.

On behalf of the Cooperative and myself, | wish to thank you and the Panel for the
attention you continue to give to these matters, and for the courtesies extended to
us last week.

Very Truly yours,

William H. Green
Counsel for Sugar Cane
Growers Cooperative of
Florida

Post New Topic | Reply to: "Chapter 3 Comments by Bill Green"
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Titra Tech, Ins.

3740 ML Diablo Blsl., Suale 30K
Lafgyerie, CA 94540

Tel: 9252033177

FAX: 925 TE3-0TED

March 31, 2K

Dr. Gunh Redfiekl

Lead Environmental Scienlis]

Sonith Florida Water Managemenl Dastmet
B Box 34080

W'esi Palm Beach, PL 33406

Subdect: Suggesied vopics far the 3000 Everglades Repomn

Dear Dr. RedBeld:

Thank yoa for giving us this opperanity o provide sugpestions for wpecs 1 be addressed
in SFWMLYs next Consolidoied Report. There are Sour things that shauld be mclsded:

1} Final Gool of the Ecologics] Resteration

Because the Consolidated Kepor, in par, has the ohjeclive of providing scientific
gaidance For eeological resrormion, we think it weuld be a good idea o define explicitly
the restoratian gaals. Do we ward o include the rich mosaic ard the scalogicnl miches of
the historical Everglades, or do we wont to maoke o few percend increases in the slough-
sawgrass commamity? These two options have often been referred to by you as the phote-
reduction ard b coakie cutler approach respectively. Although these apiions have been
dliscussed in many mectings thal we have ainesded, nenher of the two previows
corsodidabed nepoms b sought 1o defing explicitly, in layman's serms, the desired
endpoint of the restaration, 'We think there mre ssveral datn sources From the 19 century
and the :url}'ﬂ'l“ century that cun be wsed to esiablish the areal extents of the different
ecdagical miches thal wene przsent in the hastoncal Everglades.

2 Eeolegical Faranseders for Evaluating Improvement or Dedrinseni

{Adgae v, Birds and Flshis)
Onee the ohjectives of the restorizan (including the sioe of the differemt ecological
miches tr be included) have been established, the Consolidated Fepont needs o specilly
the impartant ecckogical paramelers for he diffenent naches and values For these
pararmeters which cnsane suecsss, For example, if the goal of restoration is 1o creats (B
reduced farm., ecolegical niches that were present in laie o century, the report mast
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alsn specifly what comporenis of the restorsd ecasysiem will be used to manitor
imqravermenits toward that goal. "Will meacrophytes, or fish, or hirds, or perhops slgae, b
used as the indicator af change? The parameters selected for evaluating detriment or
impraverment of ecosysbem health shouhd be dependent of whether the resloration is
achicved by changing nulricnt concentralions, waner depth and hvdroperiod, or mencury
loading. The delinemion of abjectives and means for quamifyving success should form a
separate chagier, 1o be fodlowed by chapsers on hydrology, ritnients, ad mercury, that
acklress how restoration will affect the selecied ecological parameters. In the previnus
repors. the presentation is eften guided by data on manitored parameters that have
exhibited change alomg the nutrient gradient. Bat mat all of the parameters that exhibit
chanpe are ecologically meaningful, and there may be ather parameters that ane
significant but di nod exhibit change. Inpaticulsr we woukd Bike e see data and
aliscussion an haw, if &t all, the micre-level changes (such as alakaling phosphatass levels
andl algae Lanomony ) inflosnes higher ophde compoments of the ecosvatem (such s
hirds, fish, alligators, and mammals),

3 Impact of Other Ecolopicn] Restorntion Eforts (Re-Stedy and Loake Okeechobee
Restoration)
The next Everglades report shaould sddress the water quality impacis on the WCAS and
EMP of the hydralogic changes that have been proposed in the Re-Stady program, Also,
will the Re-Srudy program affect the EFA composenis that sre planned 1o be
impdemented or have already besn construcied? Will the Lake Okeschohee restoration
elfom curmsnily in progress have any impacts an the water guality and quantity in the
WCAE and the EMP?

4 Use of Duke Undversity Doin

Alihough Duke Universily rescarch an phasphionis enilera for the Everglades repressnis
abeaul ome-thind of the publicly available data on the Everglades, these dan have lorgely
been igmaned in previous fepoits, We believe thot these dats meet 2l the quality criteria
usedd by e SFWML, and should be consadersd in the overall analysis. Inclusion of Duke
dats in the SEWRID's analysis can help to make the final conclusions more robust. For
eaample, Duke datn show that the nse of anificial substrales for periphyton 2ampling
exagperates periphybon respanses to phosphones, The Distict used anificial subsiries
almest exclusavely in their periphyton sampling. By comparing both studses, changess in
the periphyton taxonamy Gan be pul in perapeciive,

WWia hope vou will find these general suggestions helpful as you drufi the next
Comsolidinsd Bepen. If you hove any questions, pleass conlact me or Steve Ghesini.

Sincenely,
Sujoy B. Rov, Ph.D. Steven A Gherini, P.E.
Tetra Tech, I, Tetra Tech, Imc.
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